
Before the Board of Zoning Adgustment, C. 

PUBLIC HEARING-December 16, 1% 
ti* 

Appeal #SO29 Associated Limited Partnership, appellant 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee, 

On motion duly made, seconded and carried with &. Clouser and Mr. Davis 
dissenting, lhe following Order was entered on December 22, 1% 

A- -f 

That the appeal f o r  a variance from t h e  requirements of Section 7204.1 
of the Zoning Regulations t o  pemiit parking space l e s s  than nine fbet i n  width; 
f o r  a waiver of Section 7205.22 of the Zoning Regulations t o  permit off-street 
parking l e s s  than XI fee t  f romthe  w a l l  of multlple dwelling; and f o r  a varlance 
fram the provision8 of Section 7206.7 of the Zoning Regulations toreduce 
entrance of dfiveway t o  l e s s  than l.4 f e e t  i n  width and t o  u t i l i z e  off-street 
parking space a i s l e  fo r  loading berth purposes a t  2716 Wisconsin Avenue, New,, 
lot 809, square 1932, be denied, 

From the records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, the Board finds 
the  following facts: 

(1) Appellant's lot has a frontage of 60 f e e t  on Wisconsin Avenue, extervls 
back l.44 fee t  i n  depth of a proposed public alley, and ccmtains an area of 
approxim~tely 8640 square fee t  of land, 

(2) Appellant s t a t e s  t h a t  the al ley a t  the rear  of the  property i s  unimproved, 
and tha t  the  construction of a public a l ley  a t  t h i s  locate is quite remote, 

(3) Appellantrs exhibit which shows a s i t e  plan with provision f o r  a 12 foot 
wide driveway through the f i r s t  f loor  area with a l ight ing device ins ta l led  i n  
each end of the drive so t h a t  one-way t r a f f i c  w i l l  b e provided, 

(4) Appellant's building w i l l  be nine s tor ies  in height and w i l l  contain 
34 efficiency and 28 one-bedroom units  f o r  a t o t a l  of 62, It is proposed tha t  
a l l  uni ts  i n  the building w i l l  be furnished, 

(5) Appellant's exhibit showing elevation a t  the various located along 
the proposed a l ley  which tends t o  shm the dif 'ficulties which would be encountered 
i n  improving the a l ley  t o  serve the subject s i t e ,  

(6) Appellantls exhibit  showing tha t  it is not practicable t o  solve the  
parking problem by location of an underground parking garage. 

(7) Appellant s exhibit showing tha t  the parking proposed w i l l  be 
quite adequate f o r  the needs of the  residents of the  subject qmg~ property. 
Appellant has provided twenty parking spaces on the rear  of the property, 

(8) A study which shows t h e  extent t o  which compact parking i s  used i n  
t h i s  area, 

(9) Appellant contends tha t  a waiver of the nins foot width requirements 
f o r  the parking spaces is required by reason of  the dimension of the lot ,  and 
tha t  the establishment of an underground parking garage i s  not possible t o  
provide prrer3dng and loading both f u l l y  meeting requirements of the Zoning 

Regulations. 



(1D) Appellant s t a t e s  tha t  the reduction i n  width of the driveway t o  
12 fee t  i n  l i eu  of the l4 f ee t  required by t h e  Zoning % g u l t i o n s  i s  necessary 
t o  provide a driveway opening t h r o u a  the building a t  the f i r s t  f loor  level. 
This driveway is required because the  public a l l ey  a t  the rear  of the property 
cannot be -roved f o r  a l ley  purposes because of the  topographic conditions. 

(11) Appellant's exhibit showing t h a t  a w a i v e r  i s  required t o  permit parking 
within t e n  f e e t  of the  w a l l a f  the multiple dwelling. 

(12) Appellant s t a t e s  tha t  the loa- berth required is of no pract ical  
use as the apartment uni t s  w i l l  be ranted as furnished u n i t s  and therefore 
the tenants w i l l  not be required t o  move furni ture in and out. 

(3.3) Appellant's a i b i t  showing apartments on Wisconsin Avenue in this 
area with the numbel: of uni ts  and the  amount of parking provided, 

(U) Appellant's survey of buildingson Wisconsin Avenue in t h i s  area 
indicating three conventional s ize  cars f o r  each compact. 

(15) There was objection t o  the  granting of t h i s  appeal registered a t  the 
public hearing. 

OPINION: 

It is the  opinion of the Board tha t  appellant has fa i led  t o  prove a case 
of hardship within the meaning of the variance clause of the etatatre. 
Appellantfs l o t  i s  rectangular in shape, has no particular narrowness, 
shallowness o r  shape, nor does it have any exceptional topographical conditions 
or  other extraordinary or exceptional s i tuat ion or condition which would preclude 
appellant erecting a build* and meeting a l l  requiremants of the Zoning 
Regulations. 

In view of the aboce we are of the further opinion tha t  t h i s  re l ie f  cannot 
be granted witbhout substant ial  detriment t o  the  public good ard without 
substantially impairing the  intent, purpose, and in teg r i ty  of the zone plan 
a s  embodied i n  the zoning regulations and map. 


